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There is another curious point about the Communist inter-
pretation of the dialectic. Hegel, as everyone knows, concluded his
dialectical account of history with the Prussian State, which,
according to him, was the perfect embodiment of the Absolute
Idea. Marx, who had no affection for the Prussian State, regarded
this as a lame and impotent conclusion. He said that the
dialectic should be essentially revolutionary, and seemed to
suggest that it could not reach any final static resting-place.
Nevertheless we hear nothing about the further revolutions
that are to happen after the establishment of Communism. In
the last paragraph of La Misere de la Philosophic he says:
It is only in an order of things in which there will no longer
be classes or class-antagonism that social evolutions will cease
to be political revolutions.
What these social evolutions are to be, or how they are to be
brought about without the motive power of class conflict^
Marx does not say. Indeed, it is hard to see how, on his theory,
any further evolution would be possible. Except from the point
of view of present-day politics, Marx's dialectic is no more
revolutionary than that of Hegel. Moreover, since all human
development has, according to Marx, been governed by conflicts
of classes, and since under communism there is to be only one
class, it follows that there can be no further development, and
that mankind must go on for ever and ever in a state of
Byzantine immobility. This does not seem plausible, and it
suggests that there must be other possible causes of political
events besides those of which Marx has taken account,
(3) Irrelevance of Metaphysics. The belief that metaphysics
has any bearing upon practical affairs is, to my mind, a proof of
logical incapacity. One finds physicists with all kinds of opinions:
some follow Hume, scone Berkeley, some are conventional Chris-
tians, some are materialists, some are sensationalists, some even
are solipsists. This makes no difference whatever to their physics,
They do not take different views as to when eclipses will occur,
or what are the conditions of the stability of a bridge. That is
because, in physics, there is some genuine knowledge, and what-
ever metaphysical beliefs a physicist may hold must adapt them-
selves to this knowledge. In so far as there is any genuine
knowledge in the social sciences, the same thing is true.
Whenever metaphysics is really useful in reaching a conclusion,